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AUTHOR'S ABSTRACT 



A study to teach receptive language l?ased on learning a "yes-no" 
indicator response and a variety of basic concepts was implemented. 
The procedures included scaling of preferences for coltunon objects 
^and basic teaching procedures f*or a "yes-no" indicator response to the 
"question, "Do you like this?" Additional procedures were concerned 
with auditory discrimination and object discrimination. The scaling 
and "yes-no" discrimination pr(^cedures were successfully perfomed. 
The auditory discrim^ination repealed difficulty in the task analysis 
resulting in the eliminatidn of correct unprdmpted responses. AudiUiory ' 
discrimination appears ^ be /a more basic task than previously indicated 
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INTRODUCTION 



Some children do not learn to speak or to use any system of behavior 
that can be called language, V/hen a child fails to learn any such system 
of behavior, the child may be deficient in the ability to form the responses 
required by the language, the child may have a sensory deficit that does not 
permit the child" to fcJrm the required discriminations, or the child may have 
a variety of behaviors which interfere with his learning of language. 
^ > . ^ 

VJhen a child appears to lack the skills required to form the production 
of oral r'esponses, the child may learn an alternative system of responses to 
indicate what he understands and what he wishes to express. Sign language, 
for deaf children, is one such alternative. Communication boards (JSHR, 
1973* and Izzai:d, McNaughton, et. al., 1973) are another alternative for childr 
with cerebral palsy. ^ 

When a child is deaf, h^ has a clear deficit of the sensory organs 
*requii;ed to form the discriminations required by speech. Often, children 
with such a deficit are taught sign language, which requires visual 
discriminations, to bypass this sensory deficit. Children with behavior 
incompatible to speech can be 'taught to imitate speech and to understand 
more complex skills directly, so they^ do not require teaching procedures 
specific to either sort of deficit. 

When no sensory deficit as apparen^^, and the child cannot be trained 
to produce a wide range of Appropriate responses,, another possibility 
occurs. That possibility is to reduce the range of required respo^es, 
say to a toiiching response, or to a ';,yes-rio" response, in order to bypass ^ 
f the problems of expanding the variety of Responses available. This 
' possibility, defines a language whiciv is purely receptive. In such a 
purely deceptive language system, the^child may only need to make a pointing 
response or. a touching response >^o indicate which of two, or many choices is 
correct. Another reason that 5 purely receptive language system is ^ettrac- 
tive is that receptive language often appears to be simpler than expressive 
language. Lenneberg's (1963) c^se study of understanding without speech 
points in this direction. , ^ ^ > 

Bricker and Bricker (1970), Guess. (1969) , and Baer a;id Guess (1972), 
among, others have provided training procedures for purely receptive language 
in vocabulary, learning of lingular ^nd plural,^ and adjective inflections, 
respectively. None of these procedures had been used specifically because 
they were thought to be e^ecially. effective language training devices pt)r 
^ad any of them developed a language training curriculum which was specifi- 
cally related to use of receptive language, however, it was apparent, from - 
all of these studies, that the unique feature of receptive^ language had 
nothing to do with the stimulus dimensions which had to be attended to, but 
that receptive language was unique in that it only required a singla response 
(touching a book or a doll, for objects, 'and pointing to the singular, plural, 
etc. for noians and adjective inflections). Such devices are exemplified, 
even at the highest levels of language use, by a True-False examination 
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question in which the student is required to point °^^i^cle the 

answer (T or F) which describes the nature o^the statement m front 



of him 



A receptive language system may seem especially appropriate when 
there is evidence that ?he child can hear, has good visual discrimination, 
burLs no speech. Further, when attempts to ^each vocal imitative 
responses have failed, as (see Larsen and Bricker, 1968 for sucn technique, 
^he'^simplification of language to a single response seems appropriate. 

The oroiect reported hece was an' attempt to develop a language ^^"rric- 

. ^ "-%hr^■yrs?no"^::^•on^r:as^ba^^d ^ori^disfr^^nat^ion or;?^r. 

lTelTe':iJT'^/e7 Tespfn:? the question "Do y°u li^e this.^ indicating 
liking cff'an object and a "No" response indicating ^^^^ J^'^^ • J^!^^^^?""^^^ 
reqii?ed were the movement of a block towards or away he child s 

body The dimension of ' preference was based . 
scajing of objecits that the subject was known to like and. dislike. 

The first major language component followed the establishment of 

:L object was presented. Then the =*ect was trained to answer^. ye. 

the'n^"?f ;jher'ob:ect-THii^in ife sLe slot.' This tas. is 
ho?h r?o?e4eceptive vocabulary and an amiitory discrimination The 
procedure was also designed to Lndle moSTthan one example of the 
named object as ivell as a variety of other objects. 

The fallowing project attempted to shbw that such a language system 
could be rSbbllshed in a child who had failed in all previous efforts 
of language training, ^ 
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METHOD 



Subject; 

The subject was 14 years old during the major portion of the study 
sinc6 he had his birthday ten days after the study commenced. He was 
placed at the Bergen Center for Child Development in September of 1971, 
after a variety of educational placements in his own school system, 
including classes for the communication handicapped. 

He was borrf " following an uncomplicated pregnancy. Two of his 
siblings died from cystic fibrosis, and one of his six living siblings 
has cystic fibrosis which is medically controlled through inhalative 
therapy -and medication. The remaining siblings have shown normal growth 
an<^g achievement for their environment. 



During his first year of development, his mother noted that milestones 
were normal except foi the following: difficulty in chewing which produced 
gagging on coarse foods, lack of .response when mother came towards the crib 




va^gusrjat^i' month's "of 'age?" '"The' orthopaedic problem was corrected by a 
cast anq pronator- shoes . 



Most develo^ental stages were retarded. He walked at 18 months of 
aqe, never spoke' other than approximations of "ma-ma" and "da-da" sounds 
at 11 months and he was not toilet trained until 5h years of age. 

During . i- years, he gradually acquired a simple repertoire of 
home tasks such as picking eating utensils from the drawer, loading the 
dishwasher, folding clothes and keeping the room neat and orderly. He 
was observed to play only with toys that he was carefully trained to 
play with in the hone. Very little attention was paid to toys given as 
presents . 

» 

He was given an intensive neurological examination at age 10 with the 
results indicating a diffuse irregulacity in his E.E.G. and that anti- ' 
epileptic drugs had stabilized his sei^res. Hits poor motor-coordination 
and hisBinability to protrude his tongufe or chew a lollipop indicated 
lingual apraxie. There was also a notation of inability to abduct the 
right eye ( strafcasmus ) . 

Since entrance to the Bergen Center for Child Development in 1971, 
he was given imitation training according to the .procedures in Larsen and 
Bricker (1968) . The gross-motor and fine-motor (eye-hand) imitation 
training was successful. However, imitation of. mouth placement was 
unsuccessful. This seemed to be associated with the lingual opraxia, in- 
_dicated by the neurological exanination. 
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The subject was also given training on the Russell Perceptual 
Qr.^^-ir^n K i 1- fRnqsell 1967). On the lowest le^, which required 
a? cSina'tiorrf right-lift direction, he ^i^5\'^^'°^?ra?nS'oi' 
simple modeling of correct answers. As a result, he drained on 

rnntrasting pairs of cards until he was able to work with the entire oet 
o? S carS^forms! There was no noticeable difficulty in accomplishing such 
draining He also demonstrated evidence of object discrimination for 
common objects using the DLM Picture Association Cards. 

• ''He was taught to wind the spring of a Fi^her-Price "^j:^^^^ 
was shaped like a phonograph by successive approximations °f 33 
stronger turning resoonses. He consistently preferred one record (Edelweiss 
froHhc se^ availabie and would only wind the music box to p ay this record 
He was also taught to build towers of Lego Blocks d" .x 2 x 4 ) with 
alternating colored blocks. As a result of this play " training , he would 
play independently with these objects. 

■ He had a long history of inappropriate behaviors including ^-'^l^J-^'^ ' 
twirling leaving assigned places, rubbing his hands against his teeth and 
his hai? and crying. His rScking has been controlled as a result of a 
neqatlic reinforcement^ procedure (escape from restraint) ana -through 
reinforcement of .incompatible behavior (holding hands together is incom- 
patible with rubbing and biting) . 

During the year of the project t^ subject was observed to have had 
. hiah ^reauencv orcolds, and other minor illnesses. He was frequently 

by people walking past, something which had not occurred before. 

Vmilt- i;-\s'-'carlv work wa , e-oncontrated on the lovv-er levels of tho 
Husseli; sorting K.c', ho later U.cane Pfof-ient at l-^-^^ -e s 
frequently perforncJ the sortiiv. required with few or no errors. 

The niterials used in I!, is series of procedures comprised a variety 

usivJ fo-r aucfitory discrimination tasks. 

^ v-iri^-ty of remforc^^rs, which were chanqed fror. time to time, were 
use. as'cLi;eJ>uences for correct performance on ^^^^^ ^^'^^^^^^^^^^t;,, 
roinforcers included chocolate ciiip cookies, fi ^ A b, appit .,auce , ana 
friit^Sice if various kinds.- A stop watch was used to approximately 
^easurfthc ^Le between each stmulus presentation and the sub-ject s 
r(2sponsc! . 

A 
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Procedure : 

The study mcladcd the following segments; (1) a paired comparison 
procedure for finding relative preference for a variety of common objects, 
(2) a training procedure for prompting use of indicator responses, and a 
concurrent discrimination procedure to correlate "the indicator responses 
with the comparisons into a radimentary "yes-n-o" discrimination, and (-3) 
rote object-naming procedure used for auditory discrimination training. > 

Relative preferenc e for common o bjects: The following procedure is 
similar to one dFs'^FTbed" by Premack (1971) for findiiig relative preference 
for common objects. A list ,9 £'"^0 objects, which included objects that 
were clearly oref erred, not preferred and neutral by the subject, was 
solicited from the subject's mother. After clarification of the content 
and a conference with the classroom teachers, a group of 10 objects (M & M' 
choeqlate chip cookies, car.ds from the Russell- Sorting Kit, large Lego 
blocrs, fruit punch, butter cookies, a banana, a toy clown doll, a toy 
car «ind an apple) were assembled. All possible pairs of these 10 objects 
(45 pair?) w6re formed and the. subject was given a chance to interact 
with both members of each pair for 5 minutes. The tqtal time that the 
subject <^as in physical contact with each object was tallied and that 
object which received more time was rated as preferred for that pair. -The 
pairs were then.olaaed m order. by the paired comparison procedure and 
assigned a rank! Thfe most preferred and the least preferred ot^jects were 
used as the basis fol" the concurrent discrimination procedure sub'sequently 
used. ,^ I ' 

'"Yes-No" discriminiation procedure: The concurrent discrimination 
procedi?i^~Tn" tTiFVtudy wa's" Similar to procedures described by Lahe (1967) 
for the training of auditory discrimination. The first part of the above 
procedure required teaching the appropriate responses and bringing them 
under appropriate auditory discriminative control. For this study, it_ 
was required that the responses be brought under control of the dimension 
of relative preference for objects which had been established during paired 
comparison procedure. * 

The resnonse selected was chosen because of the non-verbal behavior* 
of the child'. The subject was required either to pull a single wouuen 
block towards him or to push the same block away from him. Therefore, 
the responses were similar to accepting an object (bringing it towards 
him) or rejec':inq it (cushing it away from him). The first response 
required the subject to hear the word "yes'' , place his hand upon the ^ 
Dlock, pull It towards him, and lift his hand off the block. The 'no 
response was similar except the subject was required to hear the word 
"no" place his hand uoon the block, push it away from him, and lift his 
hand'off the block. Additional requirements were added to this sequence 
later m thv study. The subjocr was required to commence each trial with 
his hands m his lap .:nd end eacn trial with hands together m hxs lap. 

;)rf'i),irod him for i ho onset of the next trial. 
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Upon completion of training, a concujprcnt discr^ination which 
contrasted most preferred (chocolate chip cookie) a.nd least preferred 
(banana), was trained. The procedure used to teach this sequence of 
behaviors treated the set of movements as an operant sequence (hands, 
together, hands separate, touch block, push (or pull) block, let go of 
block, and bring hands together in 'the lap). The sequence was taught by 
demonstrating each movement of the sequence and saying "do it" . This 
procedure made use of the subject's previotrs imitation training. Then each 
imitative prompt was eliminated (faded) starting with the prom.pt for the ^ 
final behavior ("hands together"). This is similar to procedures described 
by Sloane, Harris, and VJolf (1968). The procedures are described in the 
accompanying appendix as Activity IGA. 

In 'the beginning, the response for each object was trained separately. 
The training for each object continued until the subject achieved the 
criterion that 75% of the responses to a 20-trial block, required less than 
5 seconds to compl^ete each trial. The separate responses were then presentee 
in shorter blocks of trials that were alternately presented on the same 
day. At first the ^blocks v/ere 10 trials long. The blocks were progressively 
shortened until the "Yes" and the *'No" response could be randomly alternated. 
This is a method similar to the one described by Sherman and Schumaker (1970) 
The prompt for the correct ''yes" and "no" responses were eliminated by 
gradually lengthening the time between presentations of the object and the 
verbal prompt ("Yes" or ''Mo"). 

Training of a co nceptual obj ect discrimination : The "yes-no" procedure 
was usccT^'i" Oie "basis for an object discrimination procedure. An auditory 
discrimination procedure was devised to assure that all the required auditory 
discriminations couid be, used. The auditory discrirr.ination tasks were 
5'imilar in formac to object discrimination for maximal transfer. The final 
form of object discrimination was: 



A group of three 4-w^heeied objects were 
presented.. An object was pointed to and 
the, subject was asked, "Is this a car?". 
If the correct, response was given, the 
most preferred food was given. 
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RESULTS 



The 10 objects which were compared by presentation of each possible 
pair for 5 minutes of free access to the pair, were placed in order from 
least pieferred to most preferred by placing all 45 comparisons in a 
triangular array in which each object formed a row and a column. Then the 
relative preference was found by rearranging rows and columns until the 
fewest number of failures of transitive preference occurred. The resulting 
order was: (1) chocolate chip cookies, (2) fruit punch, (3) cards from 
the Russell Perceptual Sorting Kit, (4) large Lego blocks, (5) M & M's, 
(6) clown doll, (7) toy car, (8) butter cookies, (9) apple, and (10) banana- 
Several failures of the transitivity relation occurred, but these seemed to 
DC artifacts of the nature of the stimuli and the length of the time for 
which each pair wac presented. 

The fruit punch was quickly consumed and the subject becane satiates. 
Because oi this rapid satiation, the sorting kit was preferred to the 
punch during the compari son^ of the sorting kit and the punch. If the time 
period for the comparisons had been shorter, the punch, which was quickly 
consumed, would have been preferred over the chocolate chip cookies. Two 
cases of no preference occurred. During these comparisons in which no 
preference was evident, the subject played with neither object. The 
objects in these pairs (banana— clown doll and banana--butter cookies) 
were non-prof erred objects m the final ranking. 

The occurrence of such a nearly complete set of transitive rankings 
from a child who is incapable of being tested verbally, indicates that 
such comparisons are a basic characteristic o^ many organisms, and require 
only minimal aoparatus to function. This strengthens Premack's (1971) 
case for paired-comparison tests as a basis for determining the reinforce- 
ment value of. objects. 

This paired compar i sort^ j::anking served as the basis for the "yes-no" 
discrimination training. Chocolate chip cookies served as the stimulus 
for the "yes' response and the banana for the "no" response. Single 
stimulus training' of the "yes" response required 5 20-trial training 
sessions. Training of the "no" response required 3 20-trial training 
sessions . 

Trainincj of ruxed presentations of "yes" and "no" presentations by 
the gradual use of shorter and shorter series of each type of presentation 
and the gradual withdrawal of prompts for correct answers took several 
months. "Pifty-two 20-trial sessions were required to reach a criterion 
of oO-, unprompted correct responses on trials when the previous stimulus 
was chanqed to the alternative one. - 

The training of mixed presentations' of the separate stimuli for the 
"yes" 'response and the "no" response took a very long time. This course 
of traininu (by months) is shown in Fig. 1. This figure shows that the 
<-.ubj^^ct had shown some improvement in the first month (June) of tne 
program '/Hch of this improvement was not maintained over the summer- ^ 
However] the subject improved rapidly in October and November and maintained 
good performance throughout December. 
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At the end of October, when it apppared that the subject was performing 
well on the "yes-no" discrimination, the subject's preferences were tested 
again. At this time it appeared that the subject'^ preferences might have 
shifted somewhat, since several shifts of reinforcers had been necessary. 
Because the five-minute preferences were stable, and some satiation effects 
from the long interval had occurred, two-minute presentations of each pair' 
of stimuli were employed. The same set of stimuli were used for ranking 
this time, with the exception of the toy clown doll, which could not be 
found. After all the results of khe paired comparisons were found, they wdre 
again placed in a triangular array to determine the relative rank of each 
ob3ect. The preferences found thas time were: (1) chocolate chip cookies, 
(2) Russell Perceptual Sorting Kit, (3) :i & M's, (4) large Lego blocks, 
(5) punch, (6) whole apple, (7) toy )r, (8) banana, and (9) butter cookies. 
Only two failures of transitive pre:' ence occurred in this testing series, 
even though the presentation tine was shorter and the preferences might have 
been expected to be less consistent. One failure of transijtivc preference 
occurred when punch and chocolate chip cookies were compared. This was 
the second presentation of the chocolate chip cookies in a row, and the 
subject was' presumably thirsty after chewing chocolate chip cookies nonstop 
for two minutes. The other failure occurred when M & rTs and the whole 
apple were presented togethjr. The suDject spent the entire two minutes^ 
holding che apple. This time, the scaling produced by the paired-comparison 
method was easily accomplished and largely consistent with the previous 
results. Although some changes did occur, the changes can be accounted for 
almost completely as two siiaple switches. The preference for punch and 
M 6i n*s interchanged places, making the two chocolate iteiii^ (chocolate 
chip cookies and 8. M's) much more similar (first and third rank.) The sec- 
ond change included apple increasing its relative position, although it still 
appeared to be a non-pre terred stimulus, while butter cookies became the 
least preferred ob-ject in the sot. The subject has a history of changes 
m preference for foods, and this change m the results of the paired 
comparison scaling mirrored these changes. 

After this repetition of the prcferonco testing was completed, the 
trainincf of the "yes-no" discrimination was continued so that the response 
would stiLJ ijo available. 
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Mean number ot unproiripted switches to the alternate response during tho 
months of tho project. 
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isly well-established 
E correct responding. 
1. 



Training on the auditory discrimination compor^nt of the object 
discrimination commenced. This component required the subject to master a 
series of discriminations in which the subject was faced with one object 

and asked:. "Is this a ?". One word was the cue for the_" yes" response, 

e.g., "truck" for a toy truck. Another word was the cue for the "no 
response, e.g., "record player" when the toy truck was"^ presented. - The 
subject completed the first discrimination (truck— record player) ih 5 
20-trial training sessions which ^lasted until after Thanksgiving vacation. 
Then the second discrimination (shirt—table) was begun. The subject reached 
80% correct unprompted reversals in 2 20-trial training sessions. Some 
hesitations appeared wh6n the third auditory discrimination (cow-bag) was 
presented. Sfuccess was slow to arrive, and training continued throughout 
December. During the course of this training, the sub/)ect continued to make 
many hesit-ant responses, and it was suspected that he /was using some cue 
from the experimenter's presentation tcr obtiain reinforcement. The hesitant 
response- consisted of pushing the block a little forward, then a little back, 
etc. until the experimenter reinforced him. In the e&rly part of ^January 
.this type of responding was transferred to the previo 
"yes-no" discrimination and resulted in a cessation o 
This decrease is shown in the right-hand part of Fig. 

A comoarison of the words used in the auditory discrimination task 
shows that' the subject could have used visual rathe^ than auditory cues 
to find the correct answer for the discrjjiiinatioriX In both the first 
(truck— record player) and the-serSon^Uhirt— table) , the alternative 
response bas at least two syllables. For each syllable in a spoken word, the 
mouth of the person opens and closes once. To discriminate a -two or more 
syllable word from a one syllable word, the subject must only discriminate 
the visual pattern of mouth opening one time from the visual pattern of 
mouth opening two or more, times. This cue was no longer -present in the last 
auditory discrimination (cow— bag) that the subject failed to master. This 
particular pattern of failure suggests the possibility of a real deticit 
in auditory discrimination when sounds which are not pure tones are used. 

The result of ^this unforseen failure was ct return to the training of 
the "yes-no" response. The response required by the "yes-no" response was 
analyzed into a series of component parts which were described in tne 
method. These parts included holding hands together, touching the clock, 
moving it, letting the block go, and returning- to the hands together 
position: The hands together position was included in the sequence partly 
because it was a teachable response which was incompatible with the self- 
destructive' behavior which the subject had sporadically used in the past, 
the current time, the subject has not returned to his previous level of 
correct responding on the "yes-no" concurrent task. He presently performs 
at a l^vel of 3<r^. to 30% correct on unprompted choices of correct answers 
when the stimulu? is changed from a liked object to a disliked object. 



At 



The principal lesson to be learned from this project concerns the reason^ 
it was not successful. The tw.o main classes of reasons lie in the task 
cture and unrecognized sensory deficits in the subject. Each will be 



why 

structure and unrecognized sensory 
explored in turn 
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During the f>eriod of 'tbe pro] act, the performance of the subject op 
a number ot other academic t^'sks had been monitored, Oui ing ilay 131.2, the 
month befci.r the project corronenced, the subjec'. was performing errorlessly 
on decks 1 and 2 of the- Russell Perceptual Sorting Kit, and with 20% accuracy 
(10% is chance, since there aie lo slots) on higher levels such/ as decks 7 
and 11- During April 1^73, he has iserformed these latter decks without error 
and has made i or 0 errors on decks 4? and 44 of this kit. His competence^ 
on these visual discriminations has markedly improved during the year and it 
appears that complex visual discriminations can be learned by this subject. 
The subject also appears ^to be able to categorize common objects bf class, 
5lr»ce he can oferform the sorting required by the association picture cards, 
"therefore tne task structure required by ar object discrimination does not 
seeiiv to be the deficit which caused, tRe poor performance on audiLory dis- 
crimiiiatiun tasks. 

Jt is possible that the subject has an auditory deficit that hasv not 
been rccognir^ed. Nowhere in the history of the subject is there a formal 
audioraetric evaluation. There are informal audiometric evaluations by 
neurologists, but these evaluation^ are probably suspect. V;hen he was a ^ 
young child, the subject babbled for a while, but apparently stopped. He 
has a very meager^repertoire of spoken sounds. v The subject also responds 
to a variety of spoken commands. The fact that he m.akefe correct responses 
to these commands is somewhat equivocal, since the command "sit down'* is 
frequently given when the subject is standing, over his chair, and many other^ 
commands have similar contextual cues . His mother reported that he has 
learned to get spoons »to set the table, but that he rarely responds to the 
similar command t© get forks. Thus, there is a variety of evidence that is 
suggestive of an auditory deficit. 

Two things in thf- experimental history of this subject suggest that an 
auditory deficit is tne cause of the faililre of the auditory discrim.inat ion . 
The first has to do with his t^raining for imitation. He mastered gross motor 
and fine motor imitation skills with relatively little training. However he 
failed to master vocal imitation. This might be in part due to Ixngual 
apraxia which would make the control of the mouth musculature somewhat 
difficult. However, he currently chews a wide? variety of foods, even though 
h<=^, had soire history of difficulty in this area.. The more recent fact is the 
i^story of the failure on the auditory discrimination component of the object^ 
identification task. The previously mastered task of the "yes-no" discrim- 
ination did not require an auditory discrimination, since the question was 
always; ''Do you like this?'', and the diipcrimination was thus the visual 
discrimiration between the least preferred and the most preferred object, 
which wa^; an extremely easy discrimination in the preference tests. The 
nature of the differences in visual pattern that occur during the production 
r;f multisyllabic and monosyllabic words has previously been specified. The 
tasks ^lich the subject has failed on are specifically those which require an 
auditory discrimination, and so the hypothesis of sensory deficit appears to 
be tentatively supported. « 

Bricker ^:ind Dricker (1970) presented a flow chart that showed the skills 
for beginning language learning. They made auditory discrimination a pre- 
requisite for rote receptive vocabulary (essentially equivalent to the 
auditory discrimination task in this procedure) , but they did not indicate 
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that it was a pperequisite for vocal imitation training. This study suggests 
that unless other evidence is presented to the contrary, auditory dis- 
crimination should also be considered as a prerequisite for vocal imitation. 

The premise of this study was that ^ a severely handicapped child might 
be helped bv simplifying the response system required for him to respond to 
auditory language input. The results of the study indicate that such ^ 
sypothesis miaht or might not still be true. What is apparent is that the 
subject's undetermined sensory deficits might play a larger role in deciding 
what modalities to ase for input of the stimuli required to be comprehended. . 
If the auditory deficit for this subject is as strong as suspected, a 
language which only requires other modalities, such as tactile vibrations or 
signs (such as American sign language) might be the avenue of choice for 
the further development of linguistic skill in this subject. 
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CONCLUSION 



In order to simplify the language tasks for a profoundly retarded 
14-year-old boy vfith lingual apraxia, a series of procedures for training 
of receptive lang^^aae was developed. The procedures included: (1) ranking 
a variety of obje<?ts and foods to determine which were most preferred and. 
least preferred: (2) learning a "yes-.no" response based on asking whether 
the least preferred or the most preferred object was liked; and (3) learning 
to indicate understanding of the names of objects with the "yes-no" response, 

The child was able to indicate those objects that he preferred. He 
learned to produce a "yes-no" response which was based on his preferencts 
for the objects that are compared. The learning to indicate understanding 
of names was broken into a component which required telling sounds from each 
other and learning that names specity a large grotip of objects. The child 
failed to learn to tell the difference between sounds. 

The child's behavior on a variety of regular classroom tasks was also 
monitored during the year. He learned to master many novel tasks while he 
failed to learn to discriminate sounds. The reasons for choosing a simpler 
form of indicating understanding (receptive language) had eliminated further 
sensory testing, although an auditory deficit seemed to be the basis for 
■failure to learn language. The -receptive "language training should be 
reserved for children who have motor or vocal deficits. 
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ACTIVITY 16a 
(MAKING A "YJIS" AND "NO" RESPONSE) 

A. TASK DEFINITION : "Yes" and "No" are concepts which have 
a great utility to signal what is happening to a child. 
He can answer "yes" or "no" to many questions. A child 
can be tested and/or taught to understand many things if 
he can use these single responses as signals for what is 
happening to him. 

In this a&tivity you will onl^ teach a child to 
answer "yes" to questions about liking and disliking ^ 
things that you know that he likes or doesn't like and 
to answer "no" to similar questions. 

The choices to be taught tt) the child are: ♦ 
' I (a) You: Show object (mofetllked thing) 

Ask: "Do you like this?" 
Child: "Yes" 
(b) You: Show object (least liked thing) 
Ask: "Do you like this?'* 
Child: "No" 
II (a) You: Show object (most liked^hing) 

Ask: "Do you hate this?" 
Child: "No" 
(b) You: Show object (least liked thing) 
Ask: "Do you hate this?" 
Child: "Yes" 

B T>R?rSoT: To take the baseline for the* "Yes - No" response, 
"seaV "the child in a chflir directly in front of you. Take 
at lefist 5 objects which have been in the child's class- 
room or oleyroom long enough for him to notice them. [ Then 
,go through epch question in part A above at least twice. 
See if you get consietent responses which indicate either 
"yes" or "no". The answer may be a head nod, or it may 
be looking 'at or looking away, or it may be pushing the 
object towards him or pushing it away. 

If the child fails to pass this test, see if there are 
any questions which he can answer with a "yes" or 'no" 
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fiuch as: "Are you (hi s name )?" or "Are you (any o ther 
child's name )?" Try other quest ioriis based upon your 
observations . Some other questions might be: "Do you 
want to go out?" or "Do you want juice?" (The child 
should answer (yes"). You must also try questions which 
should get a "no" answer, like "Do you want to have (your 
hair combed )?" 

SUGGESTED TFJ^CHING PROGP AM: The Education Program con- 
sists of three parts: CTT making an ordered list of 
things from least liked to most liked. (2) teaching a 
"yes" - "no" response for the most extreme objects. 
(3) a test to see that the "Yes" - "No" response worLs 
with other things in the list you made. 

1. Making en ordered list: Find a list of 10 things 
(look et paf r"D"fo"£Tnd out how to make the list) 
that the child has had some nrevious acquaintance 
or experiences with Some things should be what 
the child definitely likes, some he definitely does 
not like and some for which he shows no particular 
preference. These things should be toys or things 
that are durable and can be manipulated. Only - 
include foods as a last resort. Hake a list of 
every pair of things that can be formed. Then 
present each pair to the child for at least 2 minutes 
Present tvTo thingu to the child on a desk or con- 
venient table in which the child can only play with 
one of the two objects. Measure the time that the 
child plays with each by using two stop watches to 
measure the time. If the c' 'Id played with one 
object more tl>an the other, abel that object, more 
and label the other object, les s . Do this and label 
each object of each pair. If the child shows no 
clear preference, repeat the presentation of the 
two objects for another 2 minute interval later on. 

^'Jhen all the pairs of objects have been labeled,^ 
find the one object that always comes out "more" 
over all the others. This is the most preferred 



object -- label it 1. Take the remaining objects, 
form a smaller list',' and repeat this procedure. 
Label the most oref erred thing as 2. 

Continue this procedure until all 10 objects have 
been labeled from 1 to 10. , 

Teach ing a "Yes " re^s^onge __^j_J^5^<^^.^"!; ^ response 
TeacHing the response requires ' several stepvS. The 
first step is to teach the responses that will be 
used as "yes" and "no". If you were able to dis- 
cover anything like a "yes" or "n*" response in the 
pretest, strengthen that response through iinitation 
and reward. ! 
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If you did not discover any responce, having trhe 
child move a email block nearer to him can serve as 
a ^^es^^ and moving the same block away can serve as 
a "no^\ response. To prompt these responses by 
imitation, you should sit next to the subject while 
you are do'lng this, not directly in front of him. 
The sequence is as follows: 

You: ''Do this^^ 

You ; Move block 

Child: Hove block 

You: Pveward child 

vTien the child quickly imitates each movement for 
example moving the block toward himself for ''yes*^ 
you a^hould ask him to imitate the other motion, 
pushitig the block awsy from him. 

'Hien the child quickly imitates the ''no'' movement, 
you should shift back to the ''yes'', and reinforce 
him until he again doefi this quickly. Then you 
should shift bad.: and forth as quickly as possible 
until the child can chan:;^e each time you request 
him to imitate you. 

The next oart of the teechin^ procedure is to teach 
the child to resnond »t:o the most preferred object 
with the resoonf.e for a ''yes". Th^ sequence of 
procedure is as follows: 

You: Put object (for instance, a rubber duck) 
in front of child 

Gay: ''Do you like this?" 

Gay: "Yes" 

Gay: "Do thii," 

lull block towardt' you 

Child: Pulls block toward him 

You: leeward child. 

rollox*; this procedure until the child imitates you 
quickly. At first make a delay ~- about one second. 
Then you can ston pulling block to you. '-henever 
he pulls the block towards him before you say "Do 
you like this?" ssy a sharp "Wo" or hold his hand 
firmly to prevent his fnoving his hand, .lepeat these 



procedures until the child pulls the block toward 
him quickly (usually in less than 2 seconds). 

The text part of the procedure is just like the "Yes'' 
response, but you use the least preferred object 
(e.g., a comb, a tack, or a pin) and substitute 
pushing away the block for nulling it to the child. 
Do not expect the child to understand the meaning 
of ''"ies"' and "No" until this training is complete* 

'Tien the child can answer "no" quickly^ switch to 
having the child answer "/es" again for about 10 
times.: ;*;hen "/es" is strong, switch back to "No", 
but do it fewer times. Continue switching until 
the child easily goes back and forth between the 
two responses as you change between the thing that 
he Likes and the thing he doesn't like. 

Next it is necessary to slowly take away the help 
you have been giving the child. The child is making 
the "Yes" and "No" response, but only after you show 
him. In order to reduce this help, go through the 
following steps • 

Start by making a small delay between the time when 
you say, "Do you like this?" and wh.>n you say "Yes" 
or "No". 3tart with a short wait, like one second, 
/ou can time one second by saying, "One-thousand-one" 
to yourself, '^en you are sure that this doesn't 
cause any confusion, wait for 2 seconds. This can 
be done by counting "one-thousand-one, one-thousand- 
two". The child may begin to make some correct 
responses even before you say "Yes" or"No". 'men 
this happens, do not make the "Yes" responses, but 
immediately give the child his reward. 

If the child makes a wrong response, immediately tell 
him "No" in a sharo tone of voice and do not give him 
any rewrrd.. Then, for the next trial, repeat the 
same task, but make the wait (delay) before you say 
the "Jes" or "No" shorter. 

./hen the child is making most of his responses 
correctly and before you have a chance to say any- * 
thing, then this phase of the teaching program has 
been successful . 

3- Testing for ,-^,eneral use of the "Yes" - "No" response : 
Take the next best -liked object (the one you labeled 
2 in the first part. Test the child by saying "Do 
you like it.?" Then, wait for an answer. If the 
child does not make any answer, go through the same 
steps that you used in the second part of this 
education program, but substitute this second-best . 
object. Then, teach the child to alternate it 
quickly with the least preferred object. 



^ If the least preferred object was labeled 10, the 
next-to-least preferred object is labeled 9. ^resent 
the next-to-least preferred object to the child. 
If the child does not mal:e a correct ansv/er, go 
throuf>h the same steps that you used to teach the 
child'tb respond '^l^^o^' to the 'least preferred ob'ject 
but use this second-least preferred object. Then 
get the child to do this quickly and then switch to 
the next-to-most preferred object. 

Continue these procedures until you come to a natural 
dividing line where the child himself indicates which 
things really don't mahe any difference to him. 

rlAir^I ALC ISOUI^vZD, U.ahe a list of 10 objects v/hich the 
child lias Veen". * This list should contain: (1) three 
objects that the child definitely likes, (2) three objects 
that the child definitely dislikes, and (3) four objects 
that you believe the child really doesn't care about. 
Check your list with someone else who knows the child ^ 
well. The thin^:? you choose should be manioulable objects 
that you can show quickly. 7or example, ice cream or 
other foods are not* a good idea; and you can't use his 
fpvorite tree house either,.^ 
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ACTI-/ITY 2 OA 

(LICT.^NING 70?. THZ IICHT 'V?3) 

TAHK D'^INITION: The nurpose of this activity ir, to teach 
the child to "use hir /es - No response (Activity lo/J to 
tell you whether he hears the word that names things that 
are commonly seen er\d commonly used. .Tien ha is done, if 
you chow him the particular truclc, you have used and ask: 
^Is this a truck?" he should indicata "yes'^ Likewise, 
if you chow him a tructc and ask: "Is this a boat?'\ he 
should ansvzer "No". ?or this pert of the traininj pro- 
cedure, W3 will concentrate on one thing of each type. 
The child may not generalize the use of "fee" to new 
examples of the same kind of object, but he should 
generalize the use of "No". 

Here is a list to go through for the first 10 discrim- 
inations of the trainin'j program. In the first pair, 
the discrimination can be made on many bases, including 
length, and the type of sounds in the words. As the list 
progresses, the child must listen more carefully to dis- 
criminate between sounds. 



1. 


car 


record player 


2. 


milk 


horse radish 


3. 


shirt 


table ("Tay-bul") 


U. 


man 


lunch box 


5. 


coat 


bag 


6. 


apole 


door knob 


7. 


woman 


water 


8. 


dog 


dish 


9. 


wagon 


washcloth 


10. 


pants 


paints 



The basic choice to be taught includes: 

(a) You: uhow an object, for example, an apple, 
^'ou: Ask "Is this an apple?" 

Child: "Yes" 

(b) You: 3how the same object, an apple. 
^ou: Ask "Is this c. ball?^' ' >L 
Child: ^^Uo" 



B Pr;^l\::^T: Use severs! common things. '.'ay the name of the 
thine end ask the child r "lf5 this - ball?" /ou should _ 
use about 10 objects or toys that looi'. like the real thing, 
or pictures that lool: like the real thins. Vou only need 
one example for each one.. . ^ 

"Jhen you have all 10 of them, just take any object and 
put it in front of the child. Ask all the questions that 
are appropriate, that is, use the name of the object and 
the names o£ one or two objects that are not in front of 
the child. 3o through all 10 objects, in pairs. The 
child should make 80% correct answers before you consider 
that he has passed this test. 

':ome objects that could be used in such a test are: 

"Tagon Hilk . hirt Man Dog 

Cer Ad^Ic Pants ''oman Cow 

C. 3U.X}.'^T^D T v\CHIN:_Fr.q33i\i'.: This nrogram is for children 
~wh~g IV e wrong" answers of no answer when they are asked: 
"Is this a ?■' 

otert the program by taking one of the 10 objects and 
place it in front of the child. The object may be a car. 
Then use the following -series of actions: 

You: Point to the object (car) 
Jay: ''Is this a car?" 
3ay: "Car" "Jes" "Jo this" 
Pull block toward--^ you (to si^^nal Yes) 

Child: Fulls block towards him 

/ou : i<ewar'i child 

-'.epeat thir. procedure until the child imitates you ouicltly. 
Then-, make a short delav between when you say: "Is ttjis 
a car?" and when you nay •car". The delay should only 
be one second the first time you do it. /ou can make 
the delay by counting "one -t houssn J-one" to 'yourself. 
":ach time you reneat thi.s. add a second to the delay, 
r^oon, the child r.hould be movinj the block before you 
ray "car". In order not to [cive the child a vir.ual cue 
about what to do. it i r, best to hold a hankerchjcf m 
front of your noulh while you cnJ the .npoken partf. ol 
thir; procedure. 

/"hen the chil'J her. raovod the disk four or five times 
before you say "(us" switch to the next procedure^ 
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'ou : ^oint to the object (car) 
''Ic; this a record player?'' 
• "Car*' 
'^No'^ 

'^Dg this^' 

pUGh block away 

Child: Pushes block away from him 

You: .Reward child 

As you did with the '''leE'' procedure, repeat this until 
the child ir. nuiclc to giv^ his response. Then delay 
between "Is this a car?^' and '^Car*' until the child 
responds quicl:l'/. 

'Then the child responds quickly to the question about 
the record player, switch back to the same •::ue6t ion 
about the car. Then the child responds quickly to the 
questioit about the car, ohift back to the ^^no" question 
with the recrd player as the name. Shift back and forth 
quickly es you cf»n , but meke cure that you never reward 
a wrong answer or no answer Ihis training should be 
continued until the child always gives the right answer, 
even thou;>h you rjhift back and forth all the time. Hold 
the child ^s hand firly or r,ay "IIo'^ sharply if he makes 
a ^/ron^ answer. 

/ou can take a post test on this activity by repeating 
the pretest . 

If 6 child fails to learn this procedure and he has learned 
the other tacl;s,^you should suGpect a hearing problem for 
speech sounds, althou^^h t^ierc may be no problem for pure 
tones. ihis problem should be checked with an audiologist. 
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January 1''73 

♦ 

'a. '.M.; DLTlilVio.: ■ purpose of thi^«™4=l*?,*?^'* 

•yes . Uker^ise, if you sho-^ hin a boat ^;^"_-te 
this a trudt?- he should ans^'er^ no . e v,ill concentrate 
on ont e^l noinetiniss nore tlian one of each tyre , so the 
Slild Should generaUze all . ^^^^^j,^^^^ ^ ' ^ivftv'sS^ 
^^l^^^ "^"SJ^^Y^ the dif. 

ference bett/een narres of objects pointed to. 

Tiie basic choice to be taught includes; 

I (a) You: ShCT* an obj^t, for exatrple, an apple. 

You: Ask ' Is this an apple?* 

Child: "Yes' 
(b) You: Bhw an object, for exajriple, a ball. 

You: -'vbk "Is this an apple?" 

Child. 'lie- 

■men you have all ten <*ie=ts. just t,^! J°^Wd^S%"o 
and put ther, in front ot the , ^Ex^ie t/o 

?^snnr?rr onf ^PB^^^T^ - 
ik"r\-h"^ 2^ ;;L«Tof rnfir'tfo o^Tec Ht 

nanes. f"^" " . ^•.^ r-u^iri while vou are oointina at 
?re ^jec^s'^front'ol hin'' Go'ihrSugh all 10 objects, 
iS s^s of four. The child should nake ^f^^^o"?^?^ 
^sv/ers before you consider that he has passed tnis test. 
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Jone objects that could be used in such a tent are. 

agon 'iU: -^irt /an (doll) ocj (toy) 
/Car (toy) Apple Pants oman (doll) Ccf^ (toy) 

wh^^irequently give ^rrmo ans.rers or no an^-;er v^hon they 
art asked Is this a 

In order to teach this discrir-ination, s^^L^^.^^^^^^^^ 
iS x*ich there are 4 balls, all °? the 
colox at varied distances a^^^POSitions in front of the 
Sild. ai^nne the relative Positions at least a little 
bit each day so that th^ exact position of an ooiect 
cannot serve sis cue. 

You; Point to one of the four objects: (ball) 

"Is this a ball?" 

•^Bail" 

"Yes" ?i. 
•Do this" 

"Pull block 1/2 towards you (tb signal Yes ' 
as in jvctivity 16A) 

Child Pulls block tarSrds him 

You; nef^ard child 

Reoeat this procedure until ^i^^^^^t^Tair^^^^ 

Eaidi tine, you nUould poin^ deSfS^t^/een when viu 

in a systematic vay, roake a short delay 

Z^J-'^^la this a ball? ' and when you .say 'ball . 

!^lav should only be one second the first tir:e you do it. 

ca^ Se S^e delay by counting 'one- thousand-one to 
JoSrs^f Ea^^ ti^ ^ou repeat this, add a second onto 
the dllay. Soon, tlie child should :.e moving tae block 
before you say "Yes'. 

•nien the child has inoved the block four or five tires 
befSro you say 'Yes", switch to tlie naine of one of the 
^jeSs^^Jn the set for tlie next procedure (phase 7 - 
see page 3-. 4) - 

You: Point to one of the objects (a ball) 
13 this a blocJ:? ' 

"Uall 



•f)o this 

Push block a' ray 
Child: .Pushes block away fr6n him 
YOUi Re^^ard child 



AS YOU dia with the Yes- procedure, ^^^=""3" 
toe^Sild is quick to give "is response Point to a 

f S^^-'alr'uSm-tircSifa'^^sronr.^ 

Should be continued until the child al^^s 9 ^^^^ 
ri^ht answer , even though you snxit . j<»w^ 
the time. 

The next- step is to vary ti*^J<,*5;^,~i?^,°Jr*s!.l'fror.- 

^^U^^^^ Sl"u^iLr.1uYS .it.. 

If. tor.e.a.ple. you ^-.^-^^colo.^ --1^- -|i?£erent 
balls \7ith a oall tnat is t.ie ^a « = ' discririn- 
m color, you Should .W^e t°^~^J^^'=„5.l/^any error 
S^sfarrSraiscrL-inSn'o^r Sit. t.,e changed '.all. 
(Phase 2) 

After the child has nasterecl this f f^5f,'^^"?^^°^,;^lf " 

Jncludra second ^i^/^-^^I^^iClf Vlfl ;itlf ti'^^ 
should be different ^^uj continues 

color. Continue the training until tn„ oiiiu 
to discriminate. (Phase 3) 

Finally, change t.e color o£ the regaining tK> balls anS 
continue tho discrimnation. (Phase «) 
Next, start to chanqe the sizes of the halls ^ jejin^by 
^IT^I TdiffeSnt-^ire TfS tx^?Jief a\arqer .all,. 
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70U suouie. be able -to continue the 'discrimination as '^^^^re.^ 
(Phase 5) ' 

mer the child has .:^^«^,*''i=,^^^«^f « ^raU^ 

object discrimination. Cach feature i^^^^^f^'.^gtics do not 

^TLStfe? I^t'^henr nr^fn^ioS-^i '-^V-.Sf 
ru a^t^f fioit^f ^ bacK or on one side or another, (d) 
there is no otlier pattern that you can find. 

Then, working with the balls only -P^^J^/r/it^'^^^p" 
(ball) - yes; block - no) that you started wi^.^ .^^^^^ 

to blocks at any ^i^'^^f ^4^SV"^^rog?ar; only pointing to 
frQ« the beginning ^f^^^^J^^^^^^^.^^ ?his diacrimination, 
the blocks. After the cni^u "° nrocp-^ures (ball -yes, 
then, you nust s'./itch betvreen the tv/o ^^,3 ^ ^el- 

block - no, ball - no, block - Y^^K At fi'^^t, r ^^^^^ 
atively long run of trials for ^^f ^^i^c^ of trials v'ith 
gradually re^iuce the length of tne ^^^^^ ^^^^ ,,,itch 

^ ^n^rt.4^rTouTrr rafro; f block. (Phase 7) 

Mter the ball - block ^i-".ninaticn^has f.Jif/^:' 
change one ball or 'jj°^„f ^-^^'^ot both) v;hile you 

and 1 block. (Phase 9) 



After the child keeps up tiie ball - block eiscri-ilnation, 
JSl a mspJay of 3 '^alU and 3 dolls. T^'« =f jji^j, 

^ re-diSniziJ^K.st'a^d'^S; 3'roiL7;" 

(if all Uie dolls represent men) - no. At fi^st, a., in 
Phase 7 point only tc the balls. Then reverse, anc point 
onlfto'the S^n 'ork gradually until yea can .vitc!. from 
ball tb nan quickly. Then change colors f^f/^^^' ^l^"'^ 
Phase 3, Phase G, .and Phase 3 until the child can keep 
going rapidly. (Phase 10) 

-After the child keeps up the ball - man 
tnake uo a display of 3 balls and 3 cars or tru<±s. ine 
cflorf aSd slles^'of the balls and trucks fonld roughly 
m«tcli each other. Folloi/ the procedures in Phase 7, 
SSase 1! and Phl^e 9 to keep the discrimination going 
2Tll yiu Shaiige the sizes, v^olors, and nun&ers of 
objects. (Phase 11) 

After the child keeps uo the ball - truck discrirrlnation 
will ra^e un a disolay' of 3 balls and 3 plates or other 
foii^. tt^t sL^r (Circles). The colors and sizes of 
the ball, and the circles should .atch each othe^ 
the nrocedures in Phases 7, 3, and co Kee u.ic 
SltiSS going vhile you change the sizes, colors, and 
numbers of objects. (Phase 12) . 

Foliar the rules for Phase 11 or 12 with the foliating 
set of objects: 

3 balls and 3 auples or 3 oranges or i-bananas. 

(Phase 3 3) ' 

3 balls and 3 hoops (Phase 1".) ^ ^ 

r^neralizinc the o asis of tho^^biect discriminat ion to 
Sl^r-l^ /r^ls of objects, in this part, many ot tiie ya-Js 
^i^^r^f^^^iron t'le other objects will be , 
by bSngJng new objects in. The discrir^inations 
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required could 

box ^jirl 

box - 007 

box ^ plate 
box - banana 
box - \/heel 

boy motorcycle 

I^oy - circle 

boy - pear 

boy - cylinder block 



i-ragon - ashtray 
wagon - grape 
v/agon - hoop 

Die plate - T;ater?^elon 
pie plate - vheel 

spaghetti - cylinder block 



